ON SOME DIFFICULTIES OF THE KATHA UPANISAD
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Of recent years many scholars have turned their attention to the Kalha
Upanisad, and three of thegom have embodied! their conclusions in new trans-
lations, the late Prof. CHAJRPENTIER in Ind. Ant., 1928, pp. 201-7 and 221-8,
and 1929, pp. 1-5, from the standpoint of the general Sanskrit scholar,
Mr, J. N. RAWSON (The Kalha Upanisad, Oxford, 1934),. whose invaluable
study discusses in detail the views of the various commentators and of his
modern predecessors and brings out the religious significance of the work,
and most recently the late Prof. Rudolf OTTO (Die Katha-Upcmi$ad, Berlin,
1936), who has not only given us the best translation wej have but has also
made an important contribution to our understanding of the manner in
which the text reached its present form. Besides these translations an elabo-
rate series of notes from the hand of Dr. A. K. COOMARASWAMY has just
appeared in the New fnd. Ant., April-JunQ 1938, but those for April,
covering the* first valtt, have not been available to me for consultation. The
present notes are far from ambitious in aim, merely attempting to apply
the ordinary principles of textual criticism to certain difficult passages.

In the first place it will be well ta discuss OTTO'S reconstruction of the
Upanisad. Its kernel he finds in the first three valRs, after rejecting certain
interpolations; he would constitute it thus, i. 1-15, 18-29, ii. 1-10& (original
lOctf lost), 12-14, 18, 20, 23-24, and! iii 3-9, 14-15. In the first vdU verses
16-18 have been doubted by several scholars, but OTTO would retain the
last of them, taking the traya of a to be a reference to the three kinds of
instruction about the bricks mentioned in 15b ; this seems to me sound. In
the second vaLR he sees a direct contradiction in terms between the state-
ments of the first hemistich of verse 10 and those of the second, and suggests
that the latter has been substituted for a hemistich which was to the effect
that true salvation is to be gained not by Vedic ceremonial but through the
recognition of the divine in ourselves. A solution of this type does not
seem to me a priori at all probable, but the verse undoubtedly remains a
crux, which has not yet been explained satisfactorily, and possibly the text
is corrupt, though it is difficult to suggest any conjecture which has a reason-
able degree of cogency1. Verse 11, fully discussed below, is rejected by OTTO,
partly on stylistic grounds, but the reasons given do not impress me as
adequate. The remaining verses, which he omits in this vdR, look like
glosses*, and the change of metre to which he calls attention is significant

1,   See p. 126 n. 1 for my explanation, retaining the present text
2<  COOMAKASWAMY defends the genuineness of ii. 25, but fails to convtnyce
me, except on the paint that I agree with him in not thinking it agnostic.